















through	 an	 emphasis	 on	 risk	management.	 After	 all,	 governments	 have	 a	 responsibility	 to	
protect	 those	who	work	 in,	 or	who	 visit,	 court	 precincts.	 A	 greater	 understanding	 of	 how	
court	 safety	 can	 be	 enhanced	 by	 managing	 people,	 curial	 processes	 and	 the	 court	
environment	 requires	 assessing	 the	 physical	mechanisms	 of	 risk	management	 alongside	 a	
‘needs‐focus’	of	stakeholders’	safety	considerations.	At	the	same	time	there	must	be	a	focus	
on	enabling	participation	and	well‐being	in	justice	processes.	By	examining	the	way	in	which	









In	 the	 last	 decade	 there	 has	 been	 a	 strong	 (and	 growing)	 emphasis	 in	 Australia	 upon	 risk	
management	 of	 courts	 and	 securing	 the	 safety	 of	 those	 who	 enter	 them.	 Governments	 and	
courts	 have	 a	 responsibility	 to	 protect	 those	 who	 work	 in,	 or	 who	 visit,	 court	 precincts,	 as	
visitors,	as	clients	or	as	administrative	or	legal	professionals.	This	has	been	the	aim	of	security	
services,	 too,	 whether	 they	 have	 been	 drawn	 from	 a	 sheriff’s	 department	 or	 have	 been	
contracted	 ‘in’.	 Good	 security	 science	 has	 made	 courts	 more	 secure,	 physically,	 too.	 Other	
methods	 for	 making	 courts	 and	 judicial	 processes	 less	 intimidating	 have	 principally	 been	













courtrooms	and	environs	 to	an	optimal	degree	without	 jeopardising	 their	 important	 features,	
namely	 the	 presumption	 of	 innocence,	 victim	 empathy,	 curial	 openness	 and	 access	 to	
participatory	 justice?	 Another	 consideration	 is	 the	 evolving	 nature	 of	 the	 administration	 of	










the	 annual	 Australian	 justice	 budget	 is	 devoted	 to	 courts,	 amounting	 (in	 financial	 year	 2010‐
2011)	to	just	over	$1.35	billion	annually	(Productivity	Commission	2012:	Table	7.1).	A	growing	
proportion	 of	 that	 budget	 is	 now	 being	 spent	 on	 the	 provision	 of	 security.	 Developments	 in	
security	awareness,	 risk	assessment	and	safety	preparedness	have	come	about	 in	response	 to	
the	 fact	 that	 courtrooms	 and	 their	 environs	 are	 often	 dangerous	 places	 (Sarre	 and	 Prenzler	
2012).	 For	 example,	 each	month	 (on	 average)	 there	 are	 three	 hundred	 ‘security	 incidents’	 in	
NSW	courts	(NSW	Attorney‐General	2009).	Thus,	in	Australian	courts,	there	is	an	ever‐present	





time,	 endeavouring	 to	 ensure	 that	 no	 adverse	 inferences	 can	 be	 drawn	 about	 the	 dangers	
presented	by	accused	persons	on	trial	(Tait	2011).	There	are	other	 legal	risks	associated	with	


















The	 first	 is	 improving	 the	 process	 of	 collecting	 data	 and	 the	 quality	 of	 information	 used	 in	
decision‐making,	whether	that	involves	a	focus	upon	security	levels,	processes	(such	as	prisoner	







The	second	 is	 the	organisation	of	 court	spaces,	which	become	 the	 focus	of	attention	after	any	












Australia	 could	 be	 enhanced	 by	 managing	 people,	 processes	 and	 places.1	 This	 study	 has	
identified	how	matters	of	security	need	to	be	 linked	to	a	broader	view	of	safety;	how	creating	




The	 research	 project	 collected	 data	 from	 three	 Australian	 state	 jurisdictions	 (Victoria,	 South	
Australia,	Western	 Australia)	 and	 one	 federal	 jurisdiction	 (Family	 Court	 of	 Australia)	 over	 a	
three	year	period,	2009‐2012.	Several	methods	were	used	in	this	study,	including	activity	maps	
(tracing	 flows	 of	 people	 through	 court	 spaces	 across	 the	 day),	 analysis	 of	 incident	 reports,	





Interviews	 were	 conducted	 in	 2011	 with	 court	 staff	 and	 Stipendiary	 Magistrates	 in	 Victoria	
(Melbourne,	 Ballarat,	 Bendigo,	 Broadmeadows	 Magistrates	 Court	 and	 the	 Neighbourhood	
Justice	Centre),	and	with	court	staff	 in	Western	Australia	 (Bunbury	and	Busselton	and	Perth’s	
Central	 Law	 Courts).	 Interviews	 continued	 in	 2012	 with	 judiciary	 in	 Melbourne	 and	 New	














thorough	 reporting	 of	 critical	 incidents;	 and	 (iv)	 implementing	 proactive	 (not	 just	 reactive)	
approaches	to	reducing	or	avoiding	incidents	in	or	around	the	courts.		
	
















security	 strategies	 arises	 from	 different	 requirements	 across	 the	 jurisdictions,	 between	 state	




Security	 –	 it’s	 multi‐jurisdictional	 …	 there's	 a	 lot	 of	 spread	 there	 in	 terms	 of	
security	 issues	and	safety	 issues	…	along	with	the	resources.	There	are	 flagship	
buildings	like	this	[the	Federal	Family	Court]	at	the	higher	end	and	then	a	circuit	
in	 a	 country	 town	where	 there's	 no	 security	 guarding	presence	 at	 all,	 so	 that's	
quite	 a	 challenge	 to	 cater	 for	 all	 of	 these	 issues	 and	 responsibilities	 across	 the	
board.	(Security	officer	2012)	
	
This	 perspective	 ties	 in	 with	 security	 personnel	 wanting	 to	 work	 collaboratively	 and	
cooperatively	with	 court	 staff	 and	 the	 judiciary	 on	 ‘safety	 planning’.	 This	 involves	 court	 staff	




working	with	 security	 personnel	 and	managing	 information	 appropriately	 in	 order	 to	 ensure	
court	users’	security	and	safety.		
	
From	 there	 we	 developed	 our	 security	 database,	 so	 when	 we	make	 a	 security	
plan,	 we	 then	 sent	 a	 copy	 of	 that	 plan	 to	 security.	 So	 if	 we’d	 gotten	 [a	 client]	











We’ve	 got	 our	 case	 track	 database	 on	 which	 you	 can	 make	 what	 are	 called	
operational	task	notes.	Anybody	can	do	it.	And	that	would	alert	anyone	looking	at	
that	 case	 that	 particular	 attention	 needs	 to	 be	 given	 to	 security	 planning.	 We	
might	notify	our	security	staff	of	the	case	when	it’s	next	listed.	We	might	actually	
ask	for	additional	resources,	as	in	guards.	We	might	post	a	photo	of	a	particular	
















those	 implemented	 in	 the	Family	Court	which	provides	 for	 the	victim	of	violence	 to	 initiate	a	
staff‐led	 approach	 to	 addressing	 the	 potential	 of	 risk.	 Support	 agencies	 for	 family	 violence	










consider	 similar	 types	 of	 training	 in	 customs	 type	 profiling,	 the	 reporting	 of	 incidents	 and	
dealing	with	confrontational	behaviour.	In	this	way,	fostering	a	shared	knowledge	of	protocols	
(not	 only	 the	 sharing	 of	 information)	 could	 support	 a	 concierge	 or	 a	 very	 implicit	 security	
approach	by	all	personnel	within	the	court	system.	The	other	significant	feature	of	a	proactive	
approach	was	 the	 collection	of	 information	 that	 could	 enable	 the	development	of	 a	profile	 or	
picture	 of	 what	 is	 happening	 over	 time	 that	 could	 aid	 in	minimising	 or	 preventing	 incidents	
occurring:	
	
We	can	be	proactive	not	 just	 in	bringing	 in	personnel	 to	address	 the	 issues	but	
also	being	proactive	in	treating	the	individuals	who	are	copping	the	abuse	…	We	





to	 improving	 the	 reporting	of	 incidents.	Although	 there	was	 confidence	 that	most	 aggravated	
serious	 incidents	 were	 being	 reported,	 it	 was	 difficult	 to	 get	 people	 to	 report	 more	 general	






time	and	 (ii)	 to	 consider	 specific	 jurisdictional	problems	and	 the	use	of	 the	most	 appropriate	
court	 in	 terms	of	 facilities	and	personnel.	A	marshal	of	a	 federal	 court	 strongly	expressed	the	
view	that,	if	a	matter	to	be	heard	involved	heightened	emotions,	then	secure	state	courts	should	














in	 the	approach	discussed	above.	There	 is	now	a	greater	 focus	on	 the	use	of	 the	word	 ‘safety’	
rather	 than	 ‘security’.	 The	 former	 can	 be	 the	 preferred	 term	 because	 it	was	 determined	 that	
people	are	more	likely	to	respond	affirmatively	and	to	accept	advice	in	relation	to	their	safety	
rather	than	their	security.	There	is	also	a	greater	emphasis	given	to	the	psychological	safety	of	
court	 users	 and	 staff.	 For	 instance,	 the	 new	 position	 of	 a	 Safety	and	 Security	Manager	 for	 all	
courts	and	tribunals	in	Victorian	was	created	in	2010.	Both	security	and	safety	components	are	
to	be	considered	by	this	manager	which	involves	not	only	attending	any	security	incident	that	









For	 victim	 support	 groups	 and	 advocates,	 further	 attention	 to	 safety	 is	 needed	 beyond	 the	
‘incident	 response’	 required	 for	 the	 court	 hearing	 or	 for	 when	 a	 person	 enters	 the	 court	




court	 to	 provide	 safety	 is	 confined	 to	 the	 footprint	 of	 the	 building	 or	 could	 extend	 to	
consideration	of	the	structural	 insecurities	of	the	everyday	life	of	particular	court	users	which	







or	 are	 being	 built	 into	 the	 new	 generation	 of	 court	 buildings	 that	 have	 had	 the	 benefit	 of	
developments	 in	 security	 science.	 Courts	 administrators	 around	 the	 country	 have	 taken	
extraordinary	 (and	 usually	 expensive)	 steps	 to	 ensure	 that	 those	 entering	 their	 courts	 pass	
through	 a	 secure	 point	 of	 entry,	 and	 that	 corridors,	 conference	 rooms,	 meeting	 places	 and	
bathrooms	in	and	around	courtrooms	are	re‐fitted	or	designed	with	safety	and	security	in	mind.	
To	do	this	effectively,	they	have	engaged	the	assistance	of	design	experts.	Newer	courts,	such	as	






safety.	 Passive	 surveillance	 in	 the	 waiting	 area	 alongside	 accessible	 staff	 are	 methods	 to	
enhance	having	court	matters	dealt	with	more	effectively.	
	
In	 the	 research	 conducted,	 it	 was	 revealed	 that,	 somewhat	 counter‐intuitively,	 court	 registry	
counter	staff	were	 less	 likely	 to	be	harassed	or	vilified	by	visitors	when	(glass)	barriers	were	
removed	 from	 and	 replaced	 with	 interview	 desks,	 where	 clients	 could	 be	 seated	 to	 discuss	
matters.		
	














of	 the	 staff	 member,	 the	 demeanour	 of	 the	 client,	 is	 profoundly	 affected	 by	
standing	up	and	talking	through	a	slot	in	plate	glass	as	compared	to	sitting	down	
…	 as	 equal	 partners,	 getting	 the	 transaction	 done,	 sharing	 the	 screen	 when	
necessary,	and	the	papers.	 I	think	the	effect	 is	not	only	[improved]	security	and	




‘sit‐down	 counter	 service’.	 From	 the	 perspective	 of	 security,	 this	 arrangement	 has	 been	
reported	to	be	highly	effective	but	only	 in	courts	where	roving	security	personnel	are	present	
along	with	 trained	 court	 staff	 at	 the	 desk.	 The	 other	 elements	 that	 contribute	 to	 this	 type	 of	
arrangement	feeling	safe	 for	court	staff	 is	the	 inclusion	of	a	duress	button	(situated	under	the	
desk)	and	knowing	 that	 court	users	 are	screened	 for	weapons.	 It	was	also	stated	 that	 the	sit‐
down	 counter	 service	 generally	 requires	 an	 improved	 understanding	 of	 the	 respective	 roles	




court	designers	 in	 regards	 to	 the	use	of	 space	and	 the	 furniture,	 interior	 colours	and	 finishes	
chosen.	 The	 Dandenong	 Court	 in	 Victoria	 was	 mentioned	 as	 a	 good	 example	 of	 a	 ‘safe’	
refurbishment	 and	 one	 that	 was	 based	 on	 a	 consultation	 between	 court	 staff,	 security	 and	
designers:	
	





























how	a	court	 can	 function,	 ‘without	 consultation	or	due	diligence’	 and	 that	 their	 approach	can	
have	an	‘impact	on	the	safety	of	a	victim	or	court	users’	generally	(Security	officer	2012).	This	
security	 officer	 questioned	 whether	 you	 can	 have	 ‘court	 design	 101’	 that	 will	 work	 in	 all	
locations	and	for	all	purposes	considering	the	variety	of	court	buildings	that	exist.	It	was	stated	
that	there	is	a	tendency	to	miss	the	point	‘that	security	does	have	to	stand	alone	sometimes	and	
can	 impact	 [on	 the]	 final	design’.	Getting	 the	architecture	and	the	security	concerns	right	was	
said	 to	be	 very	delicate.	 It	was	 very	 important	 to	 consult	with	 and	 engage	 a	 range	of	 people,	
from	heads	of	the	jurisdiction	to	the	police.		
	




The	 example	 of	 whether	 to	 place	 security	 screening	 before	 or	 after	 the	 registry	 counter	
illustrates	this	tension	of	different	demands.	For	security,	to	have	the	screens	after	the	registry	
all	 the	 time	 would	 require	 a	 concierge‐type	 service	 that	 may	 not	 be	 available	 in	 all	 courts	






The	 building	 wasn’t	 designed	 to	 accommodate	 that	 infrastructure.	 We	 are	 a	
flagship	 building	 but	 the	 whole	 setup	 is	 quite	 bad;	 it’s	 squashy,	 we	 get	
bottlenecks,	and	the	noise	is	appalling	when	people	come	through.	[This]	affects	



















to	 get	 to	 particular	 court	 rooms	 …	 they	 shouldn’t	 be	 exposed	 …	 in	 terms	 of	
practitioners	collaring	magistrates	on	their	way	through	and	trying	to	influence	











Advocate	 and	 support	 workers	 also	 indicated	 that	 the	 use	 of	 particular	 visible	 security	
measures	like	CCTV	were	helpful	and	more	appropriate	to	court	users	in	older	courts.	
	






However,	 concerns	 were	 raised	 about	 the	 installation	 of	 screening	 facilities	 in	 courts	 not	
designed	 for	 them,	 as	 they	could	 lead	 to	queues	 forming	whilst	 court	users	 tried	 to	enter	 the	








But	 even	more	 important	 than	 improved	 security	 measures	 and	 separate	 entrances/exits	 is,	




designed	 to	 accommodate	 children	 …	 Or,	 I	 have	 clients	 …	 single	 mums	 in	 our	
community	and	they	have	to	bring	their	kids	because	they’ve	got	no	alternative	…	
and	 there’s	 no	 friendly	 places,	 no	 toys	 or	 books	 or	 facilities	 for	 these	 people.	
(Legal	advocate	2011)	
	
It	 was	 said	 that	 rooms	 for	 privacy,	 protection	 or	 care	 ‘ought	 to	 be	 standard’	 and	 known	 or	
clearly	 apparent	 to	 court	 users	 either	 before	 attending	 court	 or	 once	 they’re	 in	 the	 building	
(Victim	 support	 worker	 2011).	 There	 are	 also	 concerns	 about	 design	 features	 for	 those	 in	
custody	in	terms	of	the	relocation	of	police	stations	away	from	the	court	and	the	use	of	holding	
docks	to	accommodate	offenders	waiting	for	their	court	hearing.	The	time	spent	in	court	cells,	





Newer	 courts	 have	 been	 able	 to	 use	 design	 research	 that	 has	 been	 undertaken	 in	 the	 past	





‘confidence	 and	 dignity’	whilst	 in	 the	 court	 building,	 feelings	 that	were	 said	 to	 enhance	 their	
sense	of	safety	(Registry	officer	2011).		
	
For	 advocates	 or	 supporters	 of	 court	 users,	 greater	 respect	 for	 the	 court	 could	 be	 linked	 to	
people	feeling	that	the	environment	respected	them	and	accommodated	their	needs.	Providing	
non‐clustered	 entries,	 good	 signage,	 a	 range	 of	 rooms,	 open	 and	 private	 spaces,	 comfortable	


















Generally	 speaking,	 the	 last	 decade	 has	 seen	 the	 development	 of	 significant	 policies	 and	
procedures	manuals	 concerning	 safety	 and	 security	 in	 and	 around	 courts.	 These	 procedures	
attempt	 to	 reconcile	 the	 need	 for	 risk	 amelioration	 and	 appropriate	 security	 with	 curial	
openness.	It	is	simply	not	appropriate	to	turn	any	courtroom	or	court	building	into	a	fortress.	In	
dealing	with	 the	 strains	 that	will	 emerge	 from	 a	 state	 taking	 this	 stance,	 courts	 departments	




an	 appropriate	 and	 intelligent	 use	 of	 that	 power	 (via	 authoritative	 rather	 than	 authoritarian	
measures)	and	careful	selection	of	staff	and	staff	attributes.	
	
When	 I	 first	 started	 about	 ten	 years	 ago,	 the	 sheriff’s	 officers	were	mostly	 ex‐




women	 and	 small	much	 older	men	were	 hired	 and	 I	 asked	 somebody	 one	 day	










We	 can	 rely	 on	 technology	 and	 practices	 and	 procedures	 all	 you	 like,	 and	 it’s	
certainly	very	helpful.	But	at	the	end	of	the	day,	if	we’ve	got	staff	who	are	working	
as	 a	 team,	 looking	 after	 each	 other	 and	 professionally	 trying	 to	 do	 what's	
expected	 of	 them,	 they	 do	 wonders.	 And	 I	 can	 remember	 coming	 to	 the	 court	
many	years	ago,	before	we	had	guards	in	a	lot	of	places,	and	you'd	often	have	a	
staff	 member	 do	 courageous	 things.	 You'd	 have	 Grizzly	 Adams	 walk	 in	 and	
threaten	 everyone,	 and	 in	 a	 loud,	 booming	 voice	 say	he’s	 going	 to	 blow	up	 the	
court.	And	a	petite	little	staff	member	would	walk	out	and	say,	‘Listen,	mate,	just	














Customs	 type	 of	 profiling	 [which	 is	 different	 to	 ‘social	 profiling’]	 is	 about	
understanding	a	range	of	body	language,	how	[a	person]	is	presenting…	how	they	




There	was	 also	 a	 greater	 appreciation	 of	 the	 distress	 that	 attending	 court	 can	 have	 on	 court	




If	 anger,	 aggression	 and	 abuse	 aren't	 treated,	 [the	 court	 user	will]	 end	 up	 in	 a	
threatening	situation	which	may,	if	 it’s	not	treated,	result	in	an	act	of	violence.	I	
think	it’s	inculcating	the	staff	with	the	spirit	that	people	come	to	us	under	times	
of	 great	 personal	 stress	 getting	 staff	 to	 appreciate	 that	 people	 are	 walking	 in	






see	 that	 in	 country	courthouses	all	 the	 time	with	 appalling	 security.	There's	no	
barriers.	(Security	officer	2011)	
	













that	 have	 been	made	 in	 court,	 but	 they’re	 not	 blaming	 us.	 In	 the	 early	 days	 of	
coming	in,	 it	was	all	our	 fault.	No	matter	what	happened	in	life	it	was	our	 fault.	
Whereas	now	they	come	in,	and	they’ll	be	a	bit	huffy	but	–	I’m	going	to	say	we	got	
used	 to	 it	 because	 it’s	 not	 a	 nasty	 narky‐ness,	 it’s	 just	 they’re	 fed	 up	with	 the	
process,	 they’re	 here	 to	 follow	 something	 else.	 But	 we	 can	 deal	 with	 it.	 And	
they’re	quite	polite	with	us	now,	in	their	own	way.	(Registry	officer	2011)	
	
















said	 to	be	 important.	One	way	 that	 this	may	occur	 is	 to	have	 ‘the	 same	standards,	 same	KPIs	
[key	 performance	 indicators],	 same	 contract	 requirements	 and	 standard	 training’.	 Such	 an	
approach	could	also	contribute	 to	security	personnel	having	 ‘clearer	 career	paths’	which	may	
assist	security	companies	in	‘retaining	their	staff’	(Security	officer	2012).	In	sum,	and	generally	










other	 counters.	We’ll	 sit	 down,	 face	 to	 face	 and	we’ll	 talk’.	And	 I	 think	he	must	
have	sensed	that	I	was	a	bit	frightened	of	him,	because	I	didn’t	want	to	go	into	a	
room	alone	with	him.	 Just	 in	case	 it	got	a	bit	out	hand,	how	would	 I	get	myself	













security	 or	 court	 staff,	 especially	 if	 they	 are	 dealt	 with	 civilly,	 will	 have	 a	 calming	 effect	 on	
others.	The	importance	of	having	‘roaming’	police	and	protective	services	personnel	who	could	
assist	with	any	queries	and	just	be	‘visible’	for	court	users	was	highlighted	too	(Victim	support	
worker	2011).	 It	was	said	 to	be	equally	 important	 that	court	staff	or	security	also	 initiate	 the	
process	 of	 informing	 court	 users	 of	 what	 services	were	 available	 or	 to	 provide	 direction	 for	
places	 to	 go	 to	 feel	 more	 safe	 or	 comfortable:	 ‘It	 helped	 when	 we	 didn’t	 go	 looking	 for	








There	has	been	 a	 commitment	by	 governments	 and	 court	 personnel	 to	 establish	policies	 and	





extended	to	 the	administration	of	 justice	as	a	way	to	aid	court	users.	 In	Victoria,	 for	 instance,	
there	 is	 the	 Court	 Integrated	 Service	 Program	 and	 the	 Assessment	 Referral	 Court	 (ARC)	




tailor	 the	 court	 process	 to	 the	 person’s	 ability	 to	 engage.	 Security	 staff	 may	 be	 involved	 in	
briefings	as	to	what	special	needs	a	person	has	and	how	best	to	address	them.		
	





mental	 illness	 and	a	 range	of	 impairments.	…	 it	 has	a	 collegial	 atmosphere	 and	




in	 court‐initiated	 support	 programs	 such	 as	 the	 Child	 Witness	 Service,	 the	 Remote	 Witness	
Protection	scheme,	and	the	Child	Dispute	Service,	or	 in	specialist	courts	 like	the	Nunga,	Koori	
and	Youth	Courts,	which	provide	specialist	staff	 to	attend	to	victims,	offenders	and	witnesses.	
These	 courts	 also	 offer	 different	 processes	 like	 conferencing	 and	 mediation	 where	 there	 is	
greater	 emphasis	 on	 case	management	and	how	 to	 support	 constructive	 engagement	with	 all	
involved	in	a	case.		
	
We	 certainly	 need	 more	 attention	 given	 to	 people	 who	 have	 particular	







We	are	 really	 reducing	 the	number	of	 contacts	 the	Sheriff’s	Office	 is	having	 for	
unpaid	fines	and	things	like	that	because	people	are	coming	to	court	to	talk	to	the	
Koori	Court	 officers	 and	 to	 start	 getting	 their	 legal	 issues	 resolved.	 (Magistrate	
2011)	
	
These	 measures	 are	 important	 process	 innovations	 as	 they	 recognise	 the	 complexity	 of	 the	





Reflecting	upon	 three	decades	 of	 security	 developments	 in	 the	United	 States	 in	2007,	Cooper	
wrote	as	follows:	
	
No	longer	 is	 ‘court	security’	a	 function	to	be	delegated	primarily	 to	the	sheriff’s	
department	 or	 other	 law	 enforcement	 agency,	 but	 it	 is	 rather	 a	 critical	
responsibility	 of	 judges	 and	 court	 administrative	 staff,	 who	 must	 work	 in	
partnership	with	 law‐enforcement	and	other	professionals	 to	ensure	 the	safety,	






this	 shift	 in	 definition	 for	 judicial	 administration	 are	 also	 significant.	 Court	
security	 is	 now	 an	 integral	 part	 of	 the	 responsibilities	 of	 court	 administration,	
reflecting	 the	 increasing	 recognition	 that	 the	 issue	 of	 ‘court	 security’	 and	 the	
responsibility	 for	 ensuring	 ‘continuity	 of	 court	 operations’	 are	 inextricably	
intertwined.	(Cooper	2007:	45)	
	









minimising	 insensitive	 and	 unhelpful	 processes	 and	 systems,	 and	 promoting	 support,	
information	and	 links	across	the	various	personnel	 that	make	up	court	staff.	There	have	been	
important	advances	to	understanding	what	safety	means	and	its	significance	to	both	accessing	
and	 participating	 in	 justice.	 Such	 changes	 also	 demonstrate	 the	 growing	 awareness	 of	 the	
interrelationship	between	 court	 security	 and	 the	 overall	 objectives	of	 justice	processes	 –	 and	




security	 and	 safety	matters.	However,	 the	 security	 arrangements	 that	 are	 in	place	 should	not	
threaten	nor	jeopardise	the	openness	of	the	courts,	for	to	do	so	strikes	at	the	heart	of	the	notion	







To	me,	 if	 I	was	 a	 client	 –	 I	 look	 at	 it	 from	a	 client’s	 perspective	 –	 I	 should	 feel	























security	 is	 necessary	 –	 but	 not	 sufficient	 –	 to	 ensure	 court	 safety	 and,	 indeed,	 that	 an	 over‐
bearing	security	presence	can	be	counter‐productive	to	the	task.	Safety	is	thus	born	of	a	number	
of	 factors:	 informed	 ‘security	 science’,	 good	 design,	 constructive	 and	 collaborative	 processes,	
respectful	practices,	and	appropriate	training.	
	
It	 is	 clear	 that	 not	 all	 risks	 of	 harm	 can	 be	 prevented	 but	 good	 governance	 strategies	 will	
identify	possible	risks	and	minimise	their	impact.	 Identifying	reasonably	foreseeable	risks	is	a	
duty	 that	 remains	 constantly	 with	 administrators;	 so,	 too,	 understanding	 and	 assessing	 the	
safety	needs	of	court	users	and	staff.	These	are	the	tasks	of	a	modern	justice	system.	The	aims	of	
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